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REMARKS 

Claims 1-15 were pending in this application as of the Examiner's Office Action to 
which this Amendment is responsive. Claims 1-15 are rejected. 

The below remarks are organized according to the order of topics addressed by 
the Examiner's Detailed Action of Jan. 14, 2005. 

Table of Contents to Remarks 



1 . Disclosure Objections 10 

2. Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 112^2 10 

3. Claim Objections 1 1 

4. Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 1 1 

5. Summary 11 



1. Disclosure Objections 

Applicants have corrected certain informalities as directed by the Examiner. 
Regarding the paragraph at page 13, lines 1-12, the Examiner states "that reference 
label '40' does not appear consistent with 'figure 6B.'" Applicants respectfully direct the 
Examiner's attention to the fact that the references to a channel 40, in the paragraph, 
occur only after the transitional phrase "From a system level perspective" at line 6. The 
transitional phrase indicates that something broader than the particular embodiment of 
Figure 6B is being discussed. 

Applicants have shortened the Abstract to no more than 150 words. 

2. Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. 5 1 1 2 11 2 

The Examiner has rejected the claims 1 and 8 under § 1 12 2 because "it is 
unclear whether each 'differential signal line' as recited in the preamble relates to each 
individual 'differential signal line' (i.e. first, second, etc) as recited in the body of each 
claim." 

For claim 1 , applicants have changed the preamble to further clarify the 
reference to "each differential signal line." For claim 8, however, applicants respectfully 
note that its preamble does not make reference to "each differential signal line," but only 
to "each differential signal line pair." Nevertheless, applicants have simplified the 
preamble of claim 8 with the objective of improving its clarity. 
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3. Claim Objections 

The Examiner objected to claims 1 , 8 and 1 1 for their use of the phrase "its first 
end" or "its second end." Claims 1 , 8 and 1 1 have been rephrased such that the 
phrases "the first end" or "the second end" are used instead. 

The Examiner objected to claims 2 and 3 for their lack of the phrase "of the 
plurality of conductor planes" following each occurrence of the phrase "conductor 
plane." Claims 2 and 3 have been altered in accordance with the Examiner's 

i nsiructs ons 

While the Examiner has objected to claim 4, applicants respectfully note that 
claim 4 does not contain the phrase "conductor planes" as referenced by the Examiner. 
Applicants note, however, that claims 9 and 1 0 use the phrase "conductor planes" and 
have amended these claims in accordance with the Examiner's instructions for claim 4. 

4. Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 

The Examiner has rejected all claims, with the exception of claims 2 and 9, under 
§ 103(a) based on a combination of the Liu and Aekins references. 

Applicants respectfully submit that both Liu and Aekins only address the issue of 
crosstalk reduction by adding components to a communications system. Such addition 
of components is a significant disadvantage in high speed communication systems. 

Applicants have amended claims 1 and 8 to more clearly specify that 
components, additional to the backplane, are not needed for the crosstalk reduction. 
Applicants have amended claims 1 and 8 to specify that each via couples a signal line 
to a connector terminal. Further, applicants have amended claims 1 and 8 to specify 
that the coupling or crosstalk, that is substantially equal, results from these vias. 

Since claims 3 to 7 depend on claim 1 , and claims 10 to 15 depend on claim 8, 
claims 3 to 7 and 1 0 to 1 5 are allowable for at least the same reasons. Further, 
applicants note, with regard to the dependent claims of claims 1 and 8, their additional 
limitations must be considered in the claim as a whole. 

5. Summary 

Applicants respectfully submit all objections, rejections and requirements have 
been fully responded to and request a Notice of Allowance. 

The U.S. Patent and Trademark Office is authorized to charge any fee 
deficiency, or credit any overpayment, to Deposit Account No. 502584 referencing 
docket number 0681 6.0255. 
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Respectfully submitted, 



Jonathan T. Kaplan 
Registration No. 38,935 



Date: Jul. 14, 2005 

Jonathan T. Kaplan 
Attorney at Law 
10800 SE 17th Circle, Suite E66 
Vancouver, WA 98664-6297 
TEL. 917-674-5017 



PAGE 16/15 * RCVD AT 7/14/2005 0:49:28 PWI [Eastern Dayflgnt Time] • SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-1/0 - ON!S:8720300 • CS!D:1017S012977 • DURATION (mm-ss) : 0O-38 



